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Bonorable ¥. A: Taylor
Gounty Audlitor
Braxoris County
Angleton, Texas

ﬁear Birr

e qt_:'otd
*Y anote
dated May 15th,( *
» Chiaryy, Ceuns ey, Bosque County,
‘ehat commissiqners’ court pemtins under

~thds Btate, are
44 to Buy autoso-
¥ for the county to

dut:tu, nor is the coun-
pay the expemses of such
nourred by them in the opera-~
pPivately mﬁ antomobiles in
their office.! ¥

has been pz-esantad to me for _ e
approval, for rental on & piok-up by one . Y

of the road men employed by one of the ¢om-
niasionsrs. This vehicle was used by this
employe in the discharge of his duties on
the roads of ths county. ©Oan I 1&33113
epprove this clam for payment?”

HO COMMUMICATION IS T BE CONBTRUED AS A DEPARTMENTAL OFINION UNLESS APFROVED BY THE ATTORNEY GENERAL OR FIRST ASSISTANT
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Honorable F. A. Taylor, Page 2 164

This department has heretofors hsld in Opinion Nos,
0-752, and 0-996 that the commiszsioners! court in counties
operating under the Generasl Rosd Lav of the State of Texsas, as
set out in Title A%, Vol. 7, Vernon's Annotated Civil Btatutes,
18 not empovered or asuthorisgsed to buy automobiles, pick-ups, or
trucks for the county to be used by the commissioners in the
performance of their duties as county commissioners.

In Opinion No. 0-2562, it vas held that the commis-
sioners! court of Hardin County had no authority to purchase
and pay for tires and tubes for an automobile owned by a county
comuissioner vhich he used in the conduct of county buainess,
In Opinion Xo., 0-1918, it vas held that ths commissioners' court
of Dallas County had no legal authority or pover to use the coun-
ty funds for payment of expenses incurred in comnecticn vith
automobiles dyiven by thes eounty commissioners.

. In an opinion of this departmsnt dated Auguat 5, 1920,
snd published at p. 114 of the Blennial Report for the years 1918-
1620, 1t was held that the county comuissioners ars not suthorized
to purchase and pay for gasoline or other automobile supplies and
submit their claims therefor to the commissioners! court for sudit
snd allowance, and alaims for such supplies furnished for such
purposes are not legitimate charges against the county, vhether so
purchased and paid for by the commissionsrs or sold direct to the
county by the dealer. This opinion cites the cases of Xnippa v.
Btevart Iron Vorks, 66 8, W, 3323 Rigby v. State, 10 8, W, 760;
end Narris v, Eammond, 203 8. W. 45,

You state in your letter that, "this vehicle vas used
by this employes in the discharge of his duties on the roads of
the sounty." This baing true, it is owr opinion, that the county
auditor cen legally spprove the shove mantiocned claim. Provided,
hovever, the commissioners' court rented the "plokup” or legally
authorized soms ons to do so for the purpose of ssld employee
performing and discharging his duties on, or in acnnection vith
the public roads of the county.

Trusting th#t the foregoing fully ansvers Yyour inquiry,
Ve are

Yours very trmuly
ATTORREY GENERAL OF TEXAS
By ol

Ardell Williams

APPROVEY May
23, 1941 Assistant’
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